CAN EXPERT JUDGES, USING TRANSCRIPTS OF TELETYPED PSYCHIATRIC INTERVIEWS, DISTINGUISH HUMAN PARANOID PATIENTS FRW A COMPUTER SIMULATION OF PARANOID PROCESSES?
In 1971 we reported the construction of a case of artificial paranoia e in the form of a computer simulation [l] . This hypothetical patient produces input-output behavior characteristic of paranoid dialogue interactions in a psychiatric interview.
To simulate processes one writes an algorithm which, when run on a computer, produces phenomena characteristic of those processes* A simulation is successful when its behavior in some context is indistinguishable from the c processes it is intended to simulate. A successful simulation is achieved by postulating a structure of information-processing mechanisms capable of generating the behavior in question. By describing the postulated structure we provide a theoretical explanation of the processes being simulated.
Although we described the 191 model in detail in [1] , to give the reader some idea of how the model works, we shall sketch its major operations. The algorithm is written in MLISP, a high level programming language, and runs interactively on the DEC PDP-6/10 time-shared system of the Stanford Artificial I Intelligence Project. To conduct an interview an interviewer, sitting at a video display or teletype, types in an expr,ession in ordinary English and then receives an ordinary English reply from the model. The interviewer responds inturn and thus the interview proceeds. The interviewer is free to say anything he pleases, the only limitation being that he may not input more than one sentence or question at a time.
-l- The model does not attempt to account for how paranoid processes develop.
It is limited to how the paranoid mode operates in the present. The model changes dynamically only over the course of a single interview. In each succeeding interview the starting conditions are the same.
-3 - To test this hypothesis we sent the same matched interview pairs, one with the model and one with a patient, to 100 randomly selected members of the Association for Computing Machinery (ACM). Of the sixty-seven who responded, 32 &8$) were right and 35 (524) were wrong. Based on this randam CL sample of 67 computer scientists we are 95$ confident that between 36$ and 60% of all computer scientists could correctly distinguish the simulation from a real patient. Again, the percentage is close to that expected from chance guessing.
Discussion c
After studying transcripts of teletyped interviews, the two groups of expert judges, psychiatrists and computer scientists, were both unable to . Pt.: I want a war with guns and knives. Dr.: Well, I can understand how frightened you must be if the protection requires guns and knives. I hope that the situation will improve so that you will feel less vulnerable.
Pt.: Good night. 
